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Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-26 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) M Claim(s) 1-16 and 18-26 is/are rejected. 

7) Q Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) _ are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)IEI The drawing(s) filed on 30 September 2003 is/are: a)E3 accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 
Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
. Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
1 !)□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2.D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3-D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1) ^ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 

2) □ Notice of DraftspersorTs Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO/SB/08) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 



4) Interview Summary (PTO-413) 
Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application 

6) □ Other: . 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
PTOL-326 (Rev. 08-06) 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper No./Mail Date 20071024 



Application/Control Number: 10/675,387 Page 2 

Art Unit: 2624 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's amendment/arguments filed on 08/17/2007, with respect to rejections of 
claims 1-26 have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been 
withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground of rejection is made on Dolan et 
al (U.S. Patent 7,043,080), Lee et al (U.S. Patent 5,828,776) and further in view of Fritz et al 
(U.S. Patent 6,817,982). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 
of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-8, 10, 14-16 and 18-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dolan (U.S. Patent 7,043,080). 

With regard to claim 1 , Dolan discloses segmenting pixels in a block of image pixels into 
first and second pixel classes (please refer to col. 3, lines 1-6); and 

edge enhancing the pixel block in response to a determination that the pixel block likely 
contains at least one text-like edge based (refer to Fig. 3, shows that the edge of text image is 
processed) on a measure of distance separating intensity values respectively representing 
intensity distributions of the first and second classes (refer to col. 4, lines 1-14, that is, edge and 
valley reads on first and second classes) and based on measures of peakedness of intensity 
histograms computed for both the first and second pixel classes (refer to col. 3, lines 36-45, reads 
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on measuring the distance between edge and an adjacent valley). Although, Dolan reference 
does not expressly call for measure of distance separating intensity values respectively 
representing intensity distributions of the first and second classes and based on measuring 
peakedness of intensity histograms computed for both the first and second pixel classes, it would 
have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art that Dolan does in fact shows 
"measuring in the direction of the intensity gradient when measuring to a ridge and direction 
opposite to the intensity gradient when measuring to a valley". Thus, an ordinary artisan would 
have recognized the term "measuring in the direction of the intensity gradient of an edge and an 
adjacent valley" as similar limitation as claim 1. 

With regard to claim 2, Dolan discloses wherein segmenting pixels comprising classifying 
pixels in the block into light and dark pixel classes based on intensities of the pixels in the blocks 
(refer col. 6, lines 46-50). 

With regard to claim 3, Dolan discloses wherein pixels are classified based on luminance 
values of the pixels (refer col. 5, lines 60-66). 

With regard to claim 4, Dolan discloses wherein the distance measure corresponds to 
a measure of distance between first and second mean intensity values computed for the first and 
second pixel classes, respectively (refer to col. 4, lines 1-6). 

With regard to claim 5, Dolan discloses wherein the first and second mean intensity 
values correspond to centroids of the first and second pixel classes, respectively (refer to col. 7, 
lines 10-25). 

With regard to claim 6, Dolan discloses wherein the determination that the pixel 
block likely contains at least one text-like edge is based on a comparison between the measure of 
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distance between the first and second mean intensity values and a threshold (refer to col. 4, lines 
1-6). 

With regard to claim 7, Dolan discloses wherein the step of edge enhancing the pixel 
block is omitted in response to a determination that the measure of distance between the first and 
second mean intensity values is less than the threshold (refer to col. 4, lines 7-14. 

With regard to claim 8, Dolan discloses wherein the determination that the pixel 
block likely contains at least one text-like edge is based on comparisons between the peakedness 
measures and respective thresholds (refer to Fig. 3 and 4). 

With regard to claim 10, Dolan discloses wherein the step of edge enhancing the pixel 
block is omitted in response to a determination that the peakedness measures of one or both of 
the first and second pixel classes are below respective thresholds (refer to Fig. 4). 

With regard to claim 14, Dolan discloses wherein the step of edge enhancing comprises the 
step of shifting intensity values of intermediate pixels having intensity values between first and 
second median intensity values computed for the first and second pixel classes, respectively 
(refer to Fig. lAand IB). 

With regard to claim 15, Dolan discloses wherein the intensity value of any given 
intermediate pixel is shifted toward the median intensity value of the pixel class into which the 
given intermediate pixel was segmented (refer to Fig. 2B). 
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With regard to claim 16, Dolan discloses wherein intermediate pixel intensity values 
are shifted without changing the first and second median intensity values for the first and second 
pixel classes (refer to Fig. 2A and 2B). 

With regard to claim 18, Dolan discloses wherein the intensity values of non-intermediate 
pixels in the block are unchanged by the intensity- value-shifting step (refer to Fig. 2A and 2B). 

With regard to claim 19, Dolan discloses further comprising compressing the image 
after the edge enhancing step has been applied to the image (refer to col. 2, lines 51-57). 

Claim 20 is similarly analyzed and rejection the same as claim 19. 
Claim 21 is similarly analyzed and rejection the same as claim 1. 
Claim 22 is similarly analyzed and rejection the same as claim 2. 
Claim 23 is similarly analyzed and rejection the same as claim 4. 

Claim 24 is similarly analyzed and rejection the same as claim 6. 
Claim 25 is similarly analyzed and rejection the same as claim 11. 
Claim 26 is similarly analyzed and rejection the same as claim 14. 

3. Claims 1 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dolan 
(U.S. Patent 7,043,080), and further in view of Fritz et al (U.S. Patent 6,817,982). 

With regard to claim 11, Dolan failed to discloses applying a noise filter to the image 
before pixels are segmented into the first and second pixel classes. However, at the same field of 
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endeavor, this feature to taught by Fritz et al (refer to col. 12, lines 21-31). At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate the 
teaching Fritz noise filtering process into Dolan system. The suggestion/motivation for doing so 
would have been to reduce overall noise of the image (refer to col. 12, lines 22-30 of Fritz). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Fritz with Dolan to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 11. 

Claim 12 is similarly analyzed and rejected the same as claim 1 1 . 

4. Claim 9 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dolan 
(U.S. Patent 7,043,080), Fritz et al (U.S. Patent 6,817,982), and further in view of Lee et al (U.S. 
Patent 5,828,776). 

With regard to claim 9, Dolan and Fritz failed to disclose the kurtosis of intensity 
histograms computed for both the first and second pixel classes (refer to col. 43, lines 63-col. 44, 
line 9). At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in 
the art to incorporate the teaching Lee image data measuring system into Dolan system. The 
suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provide image data measuring system 
(refer to col. 44, lines 5-9 of Lee). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Lee with 
Dolan and Fritz to obtain the invention as specified in claim 9. 

With regard to claim 13, Dolan and Fritz failed to discloses applying a Gaussian smoothing 
filter to the image before pixels are segmented into the first and second pixel classes. However, 
this feature taught by Lee et al (refer to col. 13, lines 62-65). At the time of the invention, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate the teaching Lee 
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image data measuring system into Dolan and Fritz system. The suggestion/motivation for doing 
so would have been to provide Gaussian image enhancement process to the original image data 
(refer to col. 13, lines 62-65 of Lee). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Lee with 
Dolan and Fritz to obtain the invention as specified in claim 13. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

5. Claims 17 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims. 

Other Prior Art Cited 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

US Patent No. (6633683), (5946420), (5745596) and (5202933). 

Conclusion 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to YOSEF KASSA whose telephone number is (571) 272-7452. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday from 8:00 AM to 6:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Brian Werner can be reached on (571) 272-7401. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300 for regular 
communication and (571) 273-8300 for after Final communications. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the customer service office whose telephone number is (571) 272-2600. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center 
(EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
10/24/2007. 
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PRIMARY XAMINER 




